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BEFORE THE STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Proceeding on Motion of the
Commission to Examine New York Case 98-C-1357
Telephone Company’s Rates for
Unbundled Network Elements

JOINT AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN C. DONOVAN & JOSEPH P. RIOLO
IN SUPPORT OF THE JOINT COMMENTS OF COVAD COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY AND REYTHMS LINKS INC. CONCERNING THE PROPOSED
RATES OF BELL ATLANTIC - NEW YORK FOR
ADSL-QUALIFIED, HDSL-QUALIFIED, AND DIGITAL-DESIGNED LINKS

JOHN C. DONOVAN and JOSEPH P. RIOLO, being first duly swomm on cath,
depose and say:

1. This affidavit is submitted jointly by both Affiants. Bach of us has read the
affidavit and support it in its entirety. Both of us have extensive experience in
telecommunications and have worked together in preparing this joint affidavit. Mr.
Donovan has been retained by Covad Communications Company ("Covad"), and Mr.

Riolo has been retained by Rhythms Links Inc. ("Rhythms").
Qualifications

A. John C, Denovan

2. My name is John C. Donovan. I am the President of Telecom Visions, Inc,,
located at 11 Osborne Road, Garden City, New York 11530. Currently, I am providing
teleconumunications consulting services to a number of firms concerning
telecommunications infrastructure design, construction and the costing aspexts of the

Iocal loop. 1have also provided services to several manufacturers of telecommunications




equipment, investment compenies, insurance claims companies, patent attorneys, and
others.

3. Ireceived a Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering from the United
States Military Academy at West Point, NY, and a MBA degree from Purdne University.
I have also attended the Penn State Executive Development Program. I have 30 years of
teleconmunications experience. My last employment before forming Telecom Visions,
Inc. was with the NYNEX Corporation, now known as Bell Atlantic-Nerth. I retired
from NYNEX after 24 years of experience in a variety of line and staff accignments,
primarily in outside plant engineering and construction. That experience included
everything from splicing fiber and copper cables, to heading an organization responsible
for the procurement, warchousing, and distribution of approximately $1 million per day
in telecommunications equipment. 1have had detailed hands-on experience in rural,
suburban, and high density urban environments, consisting of assignments in Upstate
New Yqﬁ: for the northeastern portion of the state including the Adirondack Mountain
areg, in suburban Long Island, and in Midtown Manhattan. I spent several years on the
corporate staff of NYNEX responsible for the development of all Methods and
Procedures for Engineering and Construction within that company. To summarize, ] have
plenned outside plant, I have designed outside plant, I have purchased
telecommunications materials and contract labor, I have personally engineered and
constructed outside plant, and I have designed methods for those who do such functions.
I have also performed other ﬁmcﬁops, or have supervised those who do, in installing,
connecting, repairing, and maintaining the various parts of the telecormmunications

network.




4. Ibave also taught undergraduate students as an Adjunct Professor of
Telecommunications at New York City Technical College, and have attended numerous
courses in telecommunications technologies, methods and procedures. For the past three
and one half years, I have submitted affidavits, written testimony, and appeared as an
expert telecommunications witness in proceedings before state regulatory commisgions in
Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Nevada, New Jersey, Oklahome, Pennsylvania, Texas, Washington, and before the
Federal Communications Commission (*FCC™). Attachment JCD-1 to thig Affidavit

provides further detail concerning my qualifications and experience.

B. Jaseph P. Riolo

5. My name is Joseph P. Riolo. My business address is 102 Roosevelt Drive,
East Norwich, New York 11732.

6. Ihave been an independent telecommunications consultant since 1992. Asa
consultant I have submitted expert testimony on matters related to telephone plant
engincering in California, Delaware, Hawali, lowa, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin and the Distnet of Columbia

7. I have personally engineered all manners of outside plant including
underground, aerial and buried plant in urban, suburban and rural environments. I have
engineered copper and fiber plant as well as provisioned analog and digital services. I
have participated in the design, development and implementation of methods and
procedures relative to engineering planning, maintenance and construction. During the
course of my career, I have had opportunities to place cable (both copper and fiber),

splice cable (both copper and fiber), install DLC, test outside plant, and perform various



mstallation and maintenance functions. I have prepared and awarded contracts for the

procurement of matenals. 1 have audited and performed operational reviews relative to

matters of engineering, construction, assignment, and repair strategy in each company

throughout the original 22 company Bell System.

8.

I bave directed operations responsible for an annua) construction budget of

$100 million at New York Telephone Company. My responsibilities included but were

not limited to engineering, construction, maintenance, assignment and customer services.

9. This experience was obtained while holding the following positions related to

the provision of local telephone outside plant facilities:

Between 1987 and 1992, I was the NYNEX Engineering Director- Long
Island. In that position, I was responsible for budgeting, planning,
engineering, provisioning, assignment and maintenance of .
telecommunications services for all customers on Long Island, N.Y.
Between 1985 and 1987, 1 was NYNEX District Manager- Midtown
Menhattan. I was responsible for budgeting, planning, engincering,
provisioning, assignment and maintenance of telecommunications services for
all customers in Midtown Manhattan,

Between 1980 and 1985, I was NYNEX District Manager- Engineering
Methods. In that capacity, I was responsible for the design, development,
implementation and review of all outside plant methods and procedures for
New York Telephone Company. Additionally, I was responsible for the
procurement of all outside plant cable and apparatus for the New York

Telephone Company.




e Between 1978 and 1980, I was an AT&T District Manager, responsible for the
design, development and documentation of various Bell System plans, and for
audits and operational reviews of selected operating cornpauies in matters of
Outside Plant engineering, construction, asgignment and repair strategy. Ialso
served as the Project Team Leader at Bell Telephone Laboratories for the
design and development of functional specifications for mechanized repaix
strategy systems.

« Bctween 1976 and 1978, I was District Manager - Outside Plant Apalysis
Center for New York Telephone Company. I was responsible for the analysis
of all outside plant maintenance reports and the design, development and
implementation of related mechanized reporting, analytical and dispatching
systems. 1 was also responsible for the procurement of all outside plant cable
and apparatus for the New York Telephone Company.

10. Ihold aB.S. in Electrical Engineering from City College of New York, and

have taken a variety of specialized courses in telecommunications since college.

Purpose
11. The purpose of this Affidavit is to provide factual support for the Joint
Commentis of Covad Communicatiéns Company (“Covad™) and Rhythms Links Inc.
(“Rhythms™) concerning the amendments that New York Telephone Company, d/b/a
Bell Atiantic — New York (“BA-NY™), filed on August 30, 1999, to its Tariff P.S.C. No.
916. Those amendments introduced rates and regulations for four types of unbundied
loops capable of carrying Digital- Subscriber Line (“DSL”) services: namely, ADSL-

Qualified Links, two-wire and four-wire HDSL-Qualified Links and Digital-Designed



Links. At the request of Covad and Rhythms, we have reviewed the tariff amendments;
the September 13, 1999, Joint Affidavit of Carmelo R. Curbelo, Amy Stern and James F.
Schafer (“Joint Affidavit™) that provided BA-NY’s supporting rationale for its proposed
tariff changes; and the cost materials attached as Exhibit A to that Joint Affidavit. Our
Affidavit identifies the technical issues associated with the proposed prices described in
the tariff amendments and the Joint Affidavit. In particular, we fully support the opinions
and comments of witness Terry L. Murray in these proceedings, and intend for our
comments to provide additional assistance to this Commission regarding technology, and
to provide information regarding the reasonableness of BA-NY's unsubstantiated
estimates of times required to perform work functions addressed in their September 13,
1999 Joint Affidavit.

12. Our affidavit explains the technical aspects of the network based upon
generally accepted telecommunications engineering principles practiced by those well
versed in the art of telecommunications. We will discuss how the network has been built
over many years, how it should have been built over those time periods, and what work
fungtions are normally involved in conditioning loops when necessary to carrect
substandard conditions or to enhance loop functionality. We will also discuss certain

aspects of Bell Atlantic's Draft 9 of Technical Reference No. TR7257S, Issue 2.

Sammary
13. It is our position that none of Bell Atlantic's non-recurring charges for loop

conditioning is justified or reasonable because they contradict forward-looking, most

efficient network design. A correctly designed and engineered network would not require




the removal of analog loop conditioning such as load coils and excess bridged taps, nor
copper pair swaps.

14. In addition, it appears that Bell Atlantic is attempting to get CLECs to
subsidize the modemization of its outside plant that has existed long beyond its normal
service life or that was not designed according to evolving prescription engineering
design guidelines. At the same tume, Bell Atlantic has recovered -- and continues to
recover -- rates from New York ratepayers that were supposed to be used to modemnize its
network.

15. Further, CLECs should be allowed access to existing databases such as
LFACS and TIRKS, on e read-only basis, to be able to detenmine outside plant
characteristics prior to ordering a loop.

16. Notwithstanding our position that Bell Atlantic’s proposed rates are not
Justified, it 1s clear from our review of Bell Atlantic’s tariff and affidavit that Bell
Atlantic's proposed charges are unreasonable at their face values. We do not have
sufficient information to do a detailed analysis of the basis of Bell Atlantic’s rates at this

time. However, we will highlight sorae specific criticisms in our affidavit.

A Brief History of OQutside Plant Design
17. The term "outside plant" refers to all physical telecommunications facilities
located outside of central office buildings, normally consisting of poles, conduit, fiber
optic cable, copper cable, and ancillary equipment. Issues surrounding outside plant form
the basis for BA-NY's amendment to the 916 Tariff.

18. Engineering design must take into account transmission characteristics of

copper cable. Customers are lumped into geographical groupings, and then a fzil-safe




transmission design is created for all customers in that grouping, using the worst case
loop. This simplifies distribution network design’. Such a grouping of customers is
normally referred to as a Distribution Area. All cables within a Distribution Area should
have a uniform cable gauge makeup and loading” characteristics. This traditional
simplified engineering plaoning and design method, 2lso known as "prescription design",
has been used for decades to preclude the engineer from having to do a manual loop
qualification for each individual loop within the Distribution Area.

19. Over many years, several distribution network designs have evolved. The
major distribution network designs that evolved are Multiple Plant, Dedicated Plant,
Interfaced Plant, the Serving Area Concept (“SAC Design™), and the Carrier Serving
Area Concept (“CSA design”). Network design has evolved such that CLECs can
provide either advanced or analog services over the majority of existing outside plant.

20. Multiple Plant (pre-1960’s). Multiple Plant design dates back to the days of
party line service. While there are still some customer lines on party line service,
especially in upstate New York, the industry has long recogrized that party line service
should have been eliminated years ago in order to provide equivalent service levels o all
end users of POTS common carrier service. This very old design ¢reated many cases of
"bridged tap.”

21. Bridged tap is defined as follows:

Bridged tap [occurs when] an extra pair of wires [is] connected in
shunt [parallel] to a main cable pair. The extra pair is normally

open circuited but may be used at a future time to connect the main
pair to a new customer. Short bridged taps do not effect voice

See Bellcore, Telecommunications Yransmission Eagineering, 1990, p. 91,
2 Load coils ave inductors placed on copper cable wires to counteract the effects of increasing

capacitance as pair lengths become longer.



frequency signals but can be extremely detrimental to high
frequency digital signals.®

22. Bridged tap was initially used so thal telephone companies could provide
facilities less expensively in a market where not all customers would want telephope
service. Since an exact customer requesting dial tone, among several, could not be
predicted, use of bridged tap allowed the company to draw dial tone on one pair of wires
at several locations. That outdated environment produced a design concept called
“multiple plant”". Multiple plant is defined as follows:

Muitiple plant design involves splicing two or more distribution
pairs to a single feeder pair, as illustrated [below]. That is, feeder
and distribution plant are combined with no interface between
them. This procedure provides flexibility to accommodate future
assignments by providing multiple appearances of the same loop
Ppair at several distribution points. In times when multiparty
service was common, it accommodated field-bridging of party-line
stations, saving feeder pairs at the cost of added field work for
rearrangements. However, adding new feeder pairs forced line and
station transfers to relieve the distribution cables. Because
changing existing plant or adding new facilities is labor intensive
and because party-line service continues to shrink, multipled plant
design has been largely replaced by other designs *

4
2| —2 1
e s 41—
Central 4 i
office
2 |Stations on a two-party line 4 | Stations on a four-party line
--------- Distribution cable pair ——— Feeder cable pair
3 Gilbert Held, Dictionary of Commuricanons Teckhnology, John Wiley & Souns 1995, p. 56.
4 Bellcore, Telecommunications Transmission Engineermg, 1990, p. 92.




23. Dedicated Plant (Jate 1960's): Dedicated plant was a short-lived atternpt to
provide a permanently assigned cable pair from the central office main distributing frame
(“MDF”) to each customer's Network Interface, without a Feeder Distribution Interface.
This resulted in little network flexibility, and created mzintenance problems. ...
[D]edicated plant has been superseded by interfaced plant."’

24. Interfaced Plant (1960 - 1972): Interfaced plant design guidelines mandated
the use of a Feeder Distribution Interface (“FDI™),

2 manual cross-connection and demarcation point between feeder
and distribution plant.

Compared to multipled and dedicated plant, interfaced plant
provides greater flexibility in the network. The serving area
concept, discussed below, uses the interfaced plant design.®

25. Serving Area Concept (1972 - 1980+): The Serving Area Concept (“SAC™)
design was introduced in the early 1970's as a prescription simplified engineering
planning and design method, and was the first major attempt to modernize the network to
care for growing and ubiquitous service to an ever shifting customer base. Many
concepts camed over into the Carrier Serving Area (“CSA”) design guidelines that have
been nsed since approximately 1980, The following are irnportant aspects of SAC design
that form the basis for the modern day concept of outside plant planning and design that
have been in place for over 27 years:

Portions of the geographic area of a wire center are divided into
discrete serving aress. ..

The outside plant within the serving area is the distribution
network. It is connected to the feeder network at 2 single

Bellcote, Telecommunications Transmission Engineering, 1990, p. 92,
Bellcore, Telecommunications Transmission Engineering, 1990, pp. 92-93.
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interconnection point, the serving area interface {or fecder
distribution interface].

... 1t sumplifies and reduces engineering and plant records

necessary to design, construct, administer, and maintain outside

plant...

1t aids trapsmission by minimizing bridged taps, a distinct

advantage in providing services of bandwidih greater than voice.

[emphasis added}’
The SAC concept also stated that there should be no multipled copper feeder cable (i.e.,
1o bridged tap at all), or as a less desirable fallback position, no more than 15% of the
feeder pairs should be multipled with another Serving Area.

26. Carrier Serving Area (1980+): The next guideline for modermnizing the
network was the introduction of the "Carrier Serving Area Concept” to care for
customers' demand for increasing transmission bandwidth. This new CSA prescription
simplified engineering planning and design guideline initially used & simple 900 ohm rule
that could be equated to loop lengths depending on wire gauge. The following Bellcore
description indicates precisely the loops desired by Bell Atlantic and CLECs in
provisioning XDSL loops of any kind currently in the marketplace:

The maximum allowable bridged-tap is 2.5 kft, with no single
bridged-tap longer than 2.0 kft. All CSA loops must be unloaded
and should not consist of more than twe gauges of cable.®

27. Summary: What we have is a history clearly stating that states that all joops
since 1980 should have been designed to the CSA concept that would support sought-
after digital services. All loops since 1972 should have at Jeast been designed under the
Serving Area Concept, in which all disaribution cable, within an entire Distribution Area,

has the same transmission characteristics (all loaded or ll non-loaded), all of the same

' Bellcore, Telecommunications Transmission Engineering, 1990, pp. 92-53.
# " Bellcore, Bellcore Notes on the Networks - Issue 3, Decernber 1957, p. 12-5.
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copper gauge cable, and with no bridged tap, or minimal bridged tap. Therefore,
correctly designed outside plant for the past 27 years should present little problem to
CLECs applying for xDSL service loops. Loops older than 27 years are far beyond their
useful service lives and depreciation lives.

28. It should be noted that xDSL technologies were created under the vision that
most existing copper circuits would support much higher bandwidth using sophisticated
electronics. The legacy of that position goes back to the promulgation of CSA guidelines
in 1980. Thus, most loops in Bell Atlantic’s outside plant inventory can support DSL and
voice service because network design has evolved such that CLECs can provide cither
advanced or analog services over the majority of existing outside plant. CLECs just want
a normal, well-designed copper loop. CLECs are not requesting a host of "unusual loops”
or "unique Joops" that justify the imposition by BA-NY of "unusual" and "unique”
special charges. In fact, the most recent Bellcore loop study from 1990 indicates,

More than two-thirds (67.3%) of the loops are compatible with
CSA guidelines. The main reason for incompatibility of the
balance is excessive bridged-tap.’

The ... average working length [for the sampled pairs is] 10,787 ft.
... Sampled residence pairs have an average ... working length of
11,723 f. ... Business pairs have an average ... working length of
8816 f.*¢

29. Although line-sharing is not a subject of this tariff investigation, it is worthy
to note that noticeably absent from Bell Atlantic's tariff is any provision that would allow
CLEC: to line-share their DSL service with existing analog service. . In fact, that is what
Bell Atlantic does for itself. This process of line-sharing is an efficient means (o utilize

Bell Atlantic's existing outside plant. In addition to its inherent efficiency as a means to

¢ Bellcore, Bellcore Notes on the Networks, Issue 3, December 1997, p. 12-18.
e Bellcore, Bellcore Noses on the Networks, Issue 3, December 1997, p. 12-8, p. 12-12 & p. 12-15,
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deploy DSL services, line-sharing is also an effective way to deal with the lack of
facilities. CLECs like Covad and Rhythms have been experiencing a significant number
of loop order rejections due to "no facilities” conditions. [ine sharing would allow
CLEC:s to use an existing loop and eliminate the need to order a new loop to provide DSL
service, BA-NY provides both voice and ADSL service over the same line and should

allow CLECs to do the same.

Pair Changes

30. BA-NY has a history of discrimination in releasing spare copper pairs to its
competitors. CLECs want to be able to do as BA-NY is able to do at a moment's notice —
determine whether copper or facilities are needed to provide service to its customers.

For example, as the incumbent provider, BA-NY has the ability t¢ unilaterally decide to
keep ceriain customers on copper if they want to provide their DSL product to those
customers. CLECs also want to make a decision on how to use BA-NY's outside plant to
meet their own customers' needs.

31. Pair swap charges are not justified, as witness Terry L. Murray points out in
her testimony. Any cross connection or termination of any working line has already been
funded in recurring charges. Every loop must be connected throughout, or circuit current
will not flow in the customer loop. Therefore, by definition, 2 new pair conpnection on
every line has already been charged to the CLEC and amortized over the service life of
the plant.

32. It is worthwhile to note that one of the reasons that CLECs need pair changes
in the first place is to be able to provide more than just IDSL over loops fed by Digital

Loop Carrier (DLC). This is because BA-NYs network, as it is designed today, deploys
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equipment in the central office and at remote DLC termimals that is only capable of ISDN
speeds over fiber. Vendors are even now creating equipment (line cards, DSI.AMs) that
accommodate more than just low speed technologies over fiber facilities. Bell Atlantic
will not aliow CLECS to have access to its remote termmals either through collocation,
through having BA deploy multi-hosting DSLAMs that are capsble of supporting
multiple technologies and multiple carriers, or through deploying the line cards of CLEC
choice.. Access to Bell Atlantic’s remote terminals would allow CLECs to provide
multiple flavors of DSL over loops fed by DLC. This would ultimately remove the need
to get pair changes in at least some instances.

33. That being said, where pair rearrangement 1s required, Bell Atlantic has
provided no substantiation for the extensive labor hours they claim are necessary for this
function. It is important for this Commuission to be able to test Bell Atlantic's time
estimates for reasonableness. What involves moving a couple of wires inches should take
minutes; Bell Atlantic surmises that it takes hours.

34. A sitmple diagram illustrates the most complex task that could occur — the
move of a drop wire termination from one pair of binding posts to another. The
Jlustration is also apropos of changing 2 cross connection at the FDI or at the MIDF in the

central office.
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This type of connection labor has already been accounted for within the costs of
any working line. However, should this Commission grant the ability for Bell Atlantic to
charge once again under the category of a "pair change”, this work should take a small
amount of time for the technician to (1) read the order, (2) locate the work area, (3)
identify the “from" and “10" terminations, (4} disconnect two wires from the existing
termination, (5) trim them, and (6) reattach them to the new termination. It should not
require % hour of the Central Qffice Technician, who provides no added value to the
process (per BA-NY: "[the Central Office Technician] Tests and monijtors cross-connect

process, both testing for a spare pair and testing the customer's circuit both before and

15




after the swap."""). The testing should be done by the Ficld Technician utilizing his or her

Craft Access Terminal ("CAT")" to access the MLT (Mechanized Line Testing] system.
BA-NY claims that test time is 30 seconds (BA-NY Curbelo/Stern/Schafer Affidavit af

19), but asks for ¥z hour in costs. The Frame Attendant does not need 12 hour to move a
MDF termination a few inches, or even a few feet. The Field Service Technician
oerteinly does not need 2¥: hours to travel to a site, move a conpection a few short inches,
and perform a 30 second test. Lastly, the General Clerk (for /2 hour) is not even
necescary. For ten years Bell Atlantic technicians have been able to change pairs in
LFACS, without the intervention of a General Clerk, through use of their Craft Access
Terminal. Based on our experience of actually doing such work with our own hands, Bell
Atlantic’s proposed labor content of 4 hours to move a simple connection is totally
urreasanable.

35. In our experience, having performed and/or managed and supervised exactly
these kinds of activities, zlmost all of the work is in the “get ready" or setup time.
Actually moving the wire is minuscule, measured in seconds. It is unreasoneble for Bell
Atlantic to assume that for the 20 percent of the time that a double change is required, it
will take 1 hour of a Central Office Technician's time, S hours of a Field Service
Technician’s time, 1 hour of a Frame Attendant's time, and % hour of a General Clerk's

time to do a 4-wire rather than a 2-wire change, for a total of 7% hours to do a simple 2-

step pair change.

" BA-NY Curbelo/Stern/Schafer Affidavit at 13.

12 A "Craft Access Terminal", or "CAT" is a small handheld device that, in itz simplest form, is a
smzll dial-up computer terminal that accesses BA-NY's databases. We have had personal
experience in ucing such CATs, which have been in use at BA-NY for over 10 years. Mare
sophisticated CATs are now in use at BA-NY that inclede computer chip technologics, similar to a
PC, that can perform terminal epmlation, sophisticated cirquit testing capabilities, and job
reporting functions. A techuician ¢lips onto 2 dialtone linc, dials an §00 umber, 2nd can perform
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36. Recommendation: We recommend that this Commission recognize that the
labor associated with terminating and ¢ross connecting a line has already been accounted
for in recurring charges and any further charge for these activities through non-recurring
charges would constitute double recovery by Bell Atlantic.

37. That being said, if the Commission determines that it Is appropriate to permit
a Pair Swap Charge,” it should base that charge on a reasonable cost for simple pair
changes, not Bell Atlantic’s inflated cost. The following activities for which Bell
Atlantic sccks recovery appear to be unreasonable on their face:

(1) Since all Field Service Technicians have been equipped with Craft
Access Terminals (a cost included in New York Telephone's rate base), the
Central Office Technician and General Clerk should be deemned unnecessary
costs.

(2) Simee this is programmed work, there should be no need for travel time
for a Frame Attendant. Instead, the cost should reflect a reasonably short
amount of time for the Frame Attendant to read the service order, locate the
appropriate position on the frame, and move the MDF cross connection.

(3) The Field Service Tectmician should be granted a reasonable amount of
time to quickly draw down the order on his Craft Access Terminal, locate the
customer’s address, travel to the Feeder Distribution Interface, move the
cross connection, and perform a MLT test This work should be efficiently

loaded as programmed work to minimize travel time throughout the day. In

dats base dips and trigger Operations Support Systens functions, such as MLT testing.

L Ms. Murray’s Affidavit explaing that the Pair Swap Charge should be rejected m its entirety
becanse of the potential for double-counting with BA-NY’s recurring loop cost study and the
contradictions between the network assumptions underlying the recurring costs and the Par Swap
Charge.
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addition, any travel time should be fairly allocated among multiple orders
that a Field Service Technician may service i a particular day. Thus, an
allocation of the total travel time would be appropriate.
38. Total time should be a small fraction of Bell Atlantic’s claim. Bell Atlantic
has yet to produce work papers, calculations, or time and motion studies to us for these
functions. We will be in a better position to comment should Bell Atlantic provide this

evidence, and an audit trail leading to their findings, for our analysis and comment.

Bridged Tap Removal

39. Witness Terry L. Murray is absolutely correct that there is no reasonable
relationship between the costs Bell Atlantic incurs in a properly designed network and the
price Bell Atlantic attempts to extract from CLECs attempting to obtain access to
unbundled loops. We agree with Ms. Murray that Bell Atlantic should remove any
excessive bridged tap at their own expense, because it should have been engineered out of
the network over the past 27 years; in fact, New York ratepayers have paid, over time, to
modernize Bell Atlantic’s network to remove these excess bridged taps. In addition, it
should be noted that Bell Atlantic's All-Fiber-Feeder Design approved by this
Commission included no investments involving bridged tap of any kind. We believe that
this is additional justification supporting a position that BA-NY should be required to
remove all bridged tap at its own expense.

40. However, despite the fact that New York ratepayers have already paid for &

network that is free of bridged taps, if this Commission elects to grant Bell Atlantic the

ability to charge CLECs for bridged tap removals, several things need to be considered.
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It is important for this Commission to weigh the reasonablencss of claims made by BA-
NY as 1o the labor times required to perform the bridged tap removal function.

41. Bridged tap typically occurs m two forms. The first example is where a cable
pair reaches a branch splice, and then is extended in at least two dixections. Similar to -
extension lines in a home, 2 telephone can be plugged into the patr at any of its multiple
appearances. This is a cheap way of designing outside plant, and has been out of vogue
for several decades, as explained earlier in this affidavit. The second example is where 2
block terinal is spliced into a distribution cable, and the pairs in the cable continue
beyond to serve a few other terminals more distant from the ceniral office. This is
technically known as "end tap", and normally occurs where a distribution branch cable
extends from & distribution backbone cable, but not for a great distance, and in any case
should be less than 2,500 feet.

42. Should this Commission grant Bell Atlantic the ability to charge CLECs to
correct the bridged tap condition, the only charge that should be allowed is the removal of
"end tap" at the serving terminal. Excessive imtermediate bridge tap is improper design
and should be removed at Bell Atlantic's expense.

43. Whether the bridged tap'! occurs in a cable splice or in 2 terminal splice, the
efforts required to eliminate the condition are very similar. The location of the bridge
splice must be determined, and should be easily accomplished using accurate continuing
property records, which BA-NY is required to keep by law. Otherwise known as
engineering records or plats, the continuing property record should clearly show the cable

layouts. This information should actually have been captured during the "Loop

. There is no appreciable difference m work activities whether the function 13 called bnidge tap or
end tap, and the term "bridge tap" will be used to indicate either.
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Qualification” or "Engineering Quc:ry phase, and not doubie counted here. Because
cutting away bridged tap is such an easy job for the technician, an Engineering Work
Order can be a simple Memo Order. The technician needs to read the epgineering order,
locate the splice, identify the bridged pairs, and cut away the offending bridged cable
pairs with splicing shears (scissors). The simplest condition is when a buried splice is
located in a pedestal, such as the 6" x 6" green pedestal that is frequently seen sticking
out of the ground in neighborhoods, in front of houses where buried distribution is nsed.
The following diagram illustrates the work involved in cutting and clearing bridged tap

from a circuit.
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FIGURE 2

44 Whereas Figure 2 shows the removal of "end section”, the work is the same
to remove cable bridged tap. If the bridged tap or end section occurs in an aenal or
undergronnd splice case, then additional work 15 requiréd to open and close the splice

case, which takes a bit longer than simply lifting the cover from a buried pedestal.
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45, An additional non-standard source of potential bridged tap might be caused
by having extensive numbers of drop wires attached at interroediate terminals where
service has been disconnected. It is incumbent on Bell Atlantic to remove such
conditions as part of their normal costs of service discontinuance, and a8 CLEC should not
be charged for bridged tap removal of that or simlar natures.

46. The costs by Bell Atiantic are much higher for underground cable, since two
technicians are required for underground work®, rather than one technician for buried and
aerial work. Bell Atlantic improperly skews costs to 69% underground, with no
Justification or substantiation. In fact, if CLECs are charged for bridged tap removal, it
should only be at an end tap that is Jocated in the serving terruinal splice point. A serving
terminal splice point rarely, if ever, occurs in an underground manhole. Therefore, the

percent underground should be zero.

Leoad Coil Removal

47. Definition: Long loops with copper feeder require load coils to achieve
acceptable transmission standards for voice-grade services. Those load coils impede the
transmission of services such as ISDN and DSL and therefore must be removed from
copper-based loops that are used to provide such advanced services. Removal of load
coils causes 2 non-recurring cost that the carrier would not incur if it had a network with
100% fiber feeder. For this reason, we recommend that the Commussion rot aliow Bell
Adtantic to charge for load coil removal.

48. The FCC's Position: Contrary to BA-NY’s assertion, the assumption of a

petwork in which load coils (and bridged taps) must be removed from certain loops to

i BA-NY work practices call for two techricizns in underground work, so that one technician can
stay above the manhole at all times. :
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mske those loops DSL-capable is fundamentally incompatible with the least-cost, most
efficient technology assumptions of 2 forward-looking economic cost study. The RCC
guidelines for universal service cost studies, for example, explicitly prohibit the inclusion
of such equipment in a forward-looking economic cost study because loops configured
with such equipment do not provide universal access to advanced telecommunications
services.'t
49. Technical Explanation: Load coils are analog loop conditioning devices that

impede digital services, but are necessary for long POTS loops. Thus, load coils
constitute analog loop conditioning. As a twisted pair of wires extends over distance, an
electrical effect called capacitance occurs between the two electrically charged wires. As
the distance becomes longer, the capacitance increases. At higher and higher frequencies,
high capacitance acts like a short circuit across the wires, thereby attenuating the signal.
Once normal analog telephone pairs extend beyond 18,000 feet, prescription engineeting,
design dictates that load coils (technically "inductors" which counteract capacitance)
must be used. In addition, the design rules indicate that there can be no bridged tap
between load coils, since it is improper to have a subscriber line working in the middle of
a string of load coils. Once the 18,000 foot limit is reached, it immediately triggers three
load coils per pair at 6,000 foot intervals, beginning at 3,000 feet from the central office’.
Therefore, propexly designed loaded copper loops should have load coils at 3 kfi., 9 kft,,

and at 15 kft.; somewhat longer loops would require another load at 21,000 feet.

¥ FCC Universal Service Order at §250(1). In a sense, load coils “condition” loops to provide culy
anslog service.

" The first load coil is positioned 3,000 feet from the cemtral office so that a local connection
between two loaded cable pairs will traverse 3,000 feet into the ceniral office an the calling line,
and 3,000 feet out of the central office on the called line, thereby creating a standard 6,000 foot
interval for the path i and out of the central office.
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Thcref(;rc, properly designed loaded copper loops should bave load coils at 3 kft., 9 kft.,
and at 15 kft.; somewhat longer loops would require another load at 21,000 feet.

50. Bell Atlantic has properly proposed that any load coils for 1oops'less than
18,000 feet will be removed at their own expense. That is appropriate, because ;Lhey
should not be there. In addition, Bell Atlantic should be required to remove any and é.ll
bridéed tap between loads, since there should be none in propetly engineered plant.éf apy
vi‘nt.age. The oaly chance for bridged tap or end section is beyond the very 'la.ﬁ load.

51. 'Even assurning load coil removal is an appropriate cost to be .recove'red, B.CH
' .Aﬂahﬁc has providsd no substantiation for the extensive labor hours they claim are
necessary for the Joad coil removal function. [t is important for this Commission to be
able to test Bell Atlantic's time estimates for reasonableness. The following diagram

illustrates how simple it is to trim out load coils.

LOAD COfL. REMOVAL ' -

LOAD CQOIL CASE

TRIM OFF LOAD COIL .

" COFPPER CABLE

SPLICE CASE

FIGURE 3 ‘ o ‘4’

It is appropriate to note that the remova! of load cails frem a circuit is similar to the

- simple-task: of bridged tap removal. Once again, the tasks involve determinihé the
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location from accutate continuing property records maintamed by the engineering
department (made even easier by the fact that loads coils are at known distance intervals)
— information already gleaned during the Loop Qualification portion of the service order.

52 -Lfkc bridged tap removal, because cutting away load coils is such an easy job
for the techpician, an Engineering Work Order can be a simple Memo Order. The |
technician needs to read the engineering order, locate the splice, identify the li;.vadcd pairs,
| remove the connection of the pair to and from the load coil case, and rejoin the
.connéctors as a straight-through connection. For larger cables, as discussed later, pairé.
are hormally deloaded in 25-pair increments. This amounts to unsnapping and re-
snapping 25-pair modular splice connectors. Whereas buried splices are nonmally located .
m ;asily accessible pedestals, a bit more work is required to enter and clqsc splice cases -
in aerial aﬁd unﬂcrground structure conditions. |

| -53. Beca_use unloading cable pairs must occur at a minimum of three locaﬁoris, it.
is coinmon_pracﬁcé in the industry to deload more than one pair on such a job. The
- generally accépted engineering practice in the industry is to deload an entire 25-pair
binder group- in large cables (normally 400 pairs and larger). For smallcf _cablés, itis

comution o deload in increments of at least 5 pairs at one time. This has made sense over

. many vears in tciocmmnmications, because if there is a need to deload one pair, thereisa . -

- high prob;bilitjr that another order will soon follow, and larger cables are much Simpler

to handle and administer in 25-pair "binder groups".
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Allocation of Deloading Costs

54. We believe that BA-NY should be required to remove load coils at its own
expense. Should the Comunission decide to impose such charges on CLECs, we propose

| the following:

35. The Commussion should conclude that Bell Atlantic’s unsubstantiated labor
estimates are unreasonable. We agree that work rules call for two techpijcians in
-undcréroﬁn'd maphole situafions, with a single technician in aerial and buried conditions.

" However, BA-NY's unsubstantiated estimate of 4 hours per deloading site is far 100 high, -
‘ apd no productivity allowance is made for the economies of scale in deloading at multiple
sites as part of the same job. Bell Atlantic's cost computations have.each load coil site |
deloaded at the same cost, and where an extra site is required for 27,000 foot loops, BA-
NY proposes an addition of the same 4 hour increment. These tasks are not 4 hour tasks.
- The "teclmiéian work involved consists of:
(1) Reading the engineering memo.
(2) Identifying the locations to be visited.
(3) Travel between work sites that are only 6,000 feet apart. :
(4) Settng up traffic cones / work area protection.
(5) Opening the splice case.
(6) Identifying the (color coded) pairs to be deloaded / trimmed off.
(7) Cutting and clearing {trim off) the loaded tap pairs.
(8) Closing the splice case.

(9) Reporting the work complete at the end of the job.
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56. These are work functions that take a few minutes, not hours. Bell Atlantic's
estimate of 16 — 20 hours plus engineering and clerical time to deload at 3 sites is far in
' excess of reasonable work times (and doubled to 32 — 40 hours for underground loops).

57. 3incc commeon practice in the industry is to deload multiple pairs at ope time,
it is most appropriate to divide the deloading cost by the number of pairs deloaded. Our
conservative proposal is thit underground dcloading costs be divided by 25 pairs to
obtain a cost per ;ﬁair, since underground cables are virtually always larger than 300 pairs.
Jo a similar mannér, aerial and buried deloading costs should be divided by 5 pairs to

obtain a cost per pair, since those are frequently smaller cables.

Bell Atlantic Costs for Providing Circuit Infermation

58.. CLECs want access to Bell Atlautic's LFACS {a mechanized loop facilities
| ‘re;:ords sy'étcm). There is no need to create a whole new database just for CLECs.

| vInfoxjmation. such as. length and gauge details, cable loading details, and a DLC indicator
are cither already provided in LFACS or should be contained in the LFACS database.
Also, the sifnple £0 - 10 g0 ‘_database that Bell Atlagtic alleges needs to be built is already
there in LFACS. E;\zen better information from LFACS should be made available, and in
a;ly case, Béll Atlantic should have been populating that information over the past 12
years o1 more. _Béll Atlantic's frantic efforts to populate loop qualification information is
simply an effort te catch up to what should bave been done over the past decade or more
— an effort that ﬁas already been funded over the years by New York ratepayers under the

assumaption that 1t wouid be done.
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39 Whereas BA-NY secks to impose undue costs for Joop information, most of
that information has been, or should have been, entered into the LFACS systeﬁx over the
past dozen years. We were both actively involved at NYNEX when directives were
issued in the rﬁid—1980's concermng loop makeup data. Those directives stated that once
| 2 "length and _gaugé" ldop makeup had been done vis what BA-NY now calls an .

. "Engiqceting Query, all pairs in that serving terminal should be annotated in'-thc FACS
system (now LFACS). It Anow appears that BA-NY has either failed to follow their own

* directive for over-é deéadg, that the information entered was of poor quality or not.
maintained, or that it is there but BA-NY intends to do it all again, and create a brand new
database. |

60. CLECs should be given direct access, on a read-only basis, to LFACS. Thxs
is ﬁot é difficult ,eﬁéea&or. This access is currently provided to thousands of Bc_ll Atlantic
tcc‘hnicians. via their,handgeld Craft Access Termmals ("CAT"s). This electronic
qualification rflethad should be the first choice of databases, and allowing read-only
access té‘ 'regist.cr,éd CLECs can be secured under contract, should BA-NY be willing to
do so, or be, o:ciered to do so. Just as BA-NY technicians have built in nttwolxk security
sig;n-dn procedures, so could CLECS be granted the same restrictive procedures. If banks
'cahf.have' on-line ;crvi,ces-that allow the paying of bills wherein a check is issued agaiﬁsr a
customer's account, BA<NY can certainly prbvide read-only access to LFACS with
‘adequate sccnmtv preéauti@hs.

o 61. The maintenance of the LFACS database, or another datahas_e that Bell
Atlantic may chbose to create, should not be imposed on CLECs. The cost of ail

‘ datsbase maintenance has atready been imposed on CLECs as part of all reé-uniné _
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charges. Bell Atlantic's proposal to have CLECs fund the creation and maintenance of
their new database 1s unfair and improper, especially since nothing beyond What should
E be available in LEACS would be provided to CLECs. Bell Atlantic's proposal is doubly
ﬂgwcd nits éalculation of maintenance charges for that allegedly new database, in that it
imposes maintenance charpes for Year-1 loops on loops that are being researéhed it year‘
- 1, rather than reflecting a delay offset in maintenance charges of one year or more. In any
case, such maintenance is .alrcady a recurring charge.
62. When mechanized information is deemed to not be available, BA-NY seeks
'to impﬁse un:feasonab]e ocosts. We believe it is appropriate to inform this Commission of
methods ;:mently bé'ing employed by BA-NY for its own use. We reserve the right to
s aménd ttus affidavit as a.résult of BA-NY's responses to Interrogatories that have been

" submitted by Rhythms, and any other parties to these proceedings..

. Cqmmenﬁ on Beﬂ Atlantic's Draft Technical Remmmendaﬁgin TR 72575

| 63. The notion that Bell Atlantic imposed designed/performance resirictions-oﬁ
| . emerging technqiogy through the prowmulgation of the Draft Technical Rgcbmméndaﬁorz
TR 72575 is patently unfair and violates the March 31, 1999 Advanced Wireline Services
Order (para. 1 52) ~This bfeach of competitive access would permit inordinate control of
:' f -bottleneck faéilities and te;ﬁnological innovation to lie in the hands of ﬁéll Atlantic with
0o effective oversighi.

64. Bell Aﬂantic,_ for example, could unilaterally change specifications in the

draﬁ document at any time, thereby sending competitive forces into chaos and fetreat.

Moreover, it poses the non-trivial prospect of denying customers advances in technology
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until such time as Bell Atlantic positions itself to provide similar, or better, services. The
smciﬁ'cati.ons outlined in the draft document need w stand the test of scrutiny from the

: approbriate regulatory oversight agencies, as weil as the national/international comununity
of ser\ficg ﬁrovidprs. There are sufficient numbers of questions raised by the draft

document that must be explored prior to the promulgation of any such specifications.

Summary and Conclusioens
| 65. | Bell Atlantic's non-recurring charges for loop conditioning are not justified
nor ﬁaasonable becausé they contradict forward-looking, most efficient network design.
Further, these proposed chérgcs, if permitted, would allow the subsidization of outside
 plant that has existed long $eyond its normal service life and that was not designed
according to evolving i:;escription engineering design guidelines. For at least these
.reas_or;s, Bell Atlantic's proposed rates should be rejected.

66. Despite this position, our analysis of the limited cost justiﬂcéiion that Bell
Aﬂaﬁtic kas ﬁlcd xe\?e:als that Bell Atlantic’s proposed rates are not reasonable. Any
ﬁxrﬂicr investigéﬁon, of these proposed rates should assure that the parties and the
Commission have aciequate infonmation to form the basis of those proposcd rates.

67. In addition, BA's tariff unnecessarily complicates CLECs' simple need for
BCLESS 1O DSL-capable upi:undled loops. The majority of Bell Atlantic's loops are
hﬁmcdiate_ly_cz.ipablé of supporting both analog and digital services without the need for
conditioning.

' 568. Bell Atlantic's tariff improperly seeks to limit and control the service

offerings that CLECs like Covad and Rhythms desire to provide to residential and
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i
buginess customers in New York. Bell atlantic's arbitrary and discnminatory definitions
|
{
of and standards for DSL services should be rejected.
i
i 69. CLECs should be allowed access ta exjsting databases such as LFACS and

TIF;KS. on a read-only basis. 10 be able 1o determine outside plant characteristics prior to

ordi!ering a loop.

FURTHER AFFIANTS SAYETH NAUGHT.
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